
VVILMER CUTLER PICKERING 
HALE A N D  DORRLLp 

November 15,2005 

VIA ELECTRONIC DELIVERY 
Ms. Marlene H. Dortch 
Secretary 
Federal Communications Commission 
445 12th Street, S.W. 
Washington, D.C. 20554 

Anne Harden Tindall 

2445 M STREET N W  

WASHINGTON, DC 20037 

+I  202 663 6732 
+ t Xi2 663 6363 fax 
anne tindall@wilmerhale corn 

Re: Ex Parte Notice in ET Docket No. 05-247 

Dear Ms. Dortch: 

On November 14,2005, Kathleen Ham and Bob Calaff of T-Mobile USA, together with 
the undersigned, counsel to T-Mobile USA, met with Bruce Franca, Julius Knapp, Lauren Van 
Wazer, Bruce Romano, Alan Scrime, Gary Thayer, Geraldine Matise and Priya Shrinivasan of 
OET. Consistent with T-Mobile’s filings in this docket, we discussed T-Mobile’s support for 
Continental’s Petition for Declaratory Ruling to prohibit Massport from preventing the 
installation of WiFi antennas in the airline clubs at Boston’s Logan Airport. Further, T-Mobile 
discussed the fact that, in order to invoke the safety exception to the Commission’s OTARD 
rules, it is not sufficient for Massport merely to state that public safety entities wish to make use 
of the central antenna, but it is necessary to show that use of antennas on leased premises creates 
an actual threat to physical safety at the airport. 

Pursuant to Sections 1.49(f) and 1.1206(b) of the Commission’s rules, a copy of this 
letter its attachments has been filed electronically. 

Respectfully Submitted, 

Anne Harden Tindall 
Counsel to T-Mobile 

Cc: Bruce Franca 
Julius Knapp 
Lauren Van Wazer 

Gary Thayer 
Geraldine Matise 
Priya Shrinivasan 
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